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Where a court is composed of several judges, the division of the work among them is a strictly judicial duty, and is an appropriate 


function of the office of chief justice of such court.! 


A statutory provision for the assignment by the chief justice of judges to hear particular cases or classes of cases does not 


contravene a constitutional provision that all judicial officers must be appointed by the governor.” 


Subject only to the substantive law relating to the disqualification of judges, litigants have no right to have, or not have, any 
particular judge of a court hear their cause and have no due process right to be heard before any assignment or reassignment of 
the particular case to a particular judge; the assignment and reassignment of specific court cases between or among the judges 
of a multiple-judge court is a matter within the internal government of that court and a litigant does not have standing to enforce 


internal court policy with respect to the assignment of judges.” 
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Footnotes 

1 Ashley v. Wait, 228 Mass. 63, 116 N.E. 961, 8 A.L.R. 1463 (1917). 
A commission issued by the chief justice assigning a district court judge to another district to hear a case 
was not required to contain a finding that the case was "exceptional" to be valid, and the assignment for "one 
day, or until the business is disposed of" did not authorize the judge to conduct only a one-day session of 
court but assigned the judge to the district until matters before the judge were concluded. Lockert v. Lockert, 
116 N.C. App. 73, 446 S.E.2d 606 (1994), writ allowed, 338 N.C. 311, 450 S.E.2d 490 (1994). 
Ketcham v. Lehner, 149 Vt. 314, 542 A.2d 290 (1988). 
Kruckenberg v. Powell, 422 So. 2d 994 (Fla. 5th DCA 1982). 
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